After reading the medical literature and attending conferences over the years, I often encounter inferences or overt characterizations that the subject at hand is "scientific." Naturally, the word "scientific" by itself confers some form of validity, such that if it is "scientific," it must be true.
Interestingly, the definition of the word scientific "based on or characterized by the methods and principles of science" is somewhat obtuse. To better understand, one should examine the root. The definition of science on the other hand is "knowledge about or study of the natural world based on facts learned through experiments and observation."
Our professional lives would be so much simpler if we only had to follow the rules of science. The rule book is supposed to be the medical literature. Yet we cannot, because the rules are widely subjected to biased interpretation by each and every one of us . . . and the book is replete with dichotomy, which serves us poorly for amending our practice habits. It basically allows us to do whatever we want, even when there is robust evidence to the contrary.
At its worst, we can make declarations of science to justify the treatment of patients simply by declare pronouncing that "there is scientific evidence in the literature to support this." Yet if we ask for the specific reference, it is rare that the "professor" of science can produce it! Ironically, if we look hard enough, there probably is a paper or two embedded in the massive body of literature to support just about anything. Just try to figure out the "right" way to stabilize the syndesmosis after an ankle fracture. There is some support for most conceivable constructs, but can they all provide satisfactory outcomes?
As a journal editor, the rule book is often useless and sometimes even inhibitory to making an objective disposition for a submitted manuscript. For example, what becomes of a paper that comes to a conclusion that just doesn't make any sense and is totally contrary to everything that I have empirically observed over the years? My sense of academic purity is grated upon as I struggle to decide whether to send it for peer review. The internal struggle escalates if the reviews come back favorable. How can I publish such a paper when I "know" the conclusions are not synchronous with my version of science?
Take the situation of the "impossible." I vividly recall attending a journal editors instructional course taught by the late Henry Cowell, MD, Editor Emeritus of JBJS. He brought up the example of an author who submitted a series of cases whereby a single K-wire was inserted through all 5 metatarsal heads. Clearly not an editor's nightmare, as it is anatomically impossible to accomplish such a maneuver, but the author was rather upset that the paper was rejected. More commonly, the conclusions of a marginal manuscript hover between highly unlikely and remotely possible.
What about statistical "significance?" A ubiquitous term thrown around with impunity to validate one's work. We have all heard the term statistics don't lie. How 
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Editorial many readers have a good enough statistical background such that we can make a contemporaneous decision as to the validity of the statistical methods, while reading a published work? Remember that statistics may not lie, but sometimes they don't convey anything useful. Perhaps it is time to stop looking at the P value as an expedient way to confer validity when we don't understand the test anyway! The term statistically significant seems to be used too liberally by those with agendas. The collective body of medical literature is not a science book. It is not even a discipline of science. As providers of medical care, we cannot rely on science books to guide decisions. Can we rely on the medical literature? Perhaps a rhetorical question, but what we really want to know is the validity of the conclusions of published works. If we strip away all biases, conflicts of interest, and shrouds of ego, the sense of validity becomes less doubtful. Not easy to do, but somehow, we just know whether it is right or wrong. To me, science is the process whereby we obtain the same results as others after doing the same "experiment." Above all, it must make sense, and be consistent with the laws of biology, physics, and nature.
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